Although numerous studies have examined consumer preference for organic foods, few have focused on consumer willingness to pay (WTP) for organic labels from dissimilar countries or certi ers. We conducted a choice experiment to examine how Chinese consumer ethnocentrism and trust on organic labels and certi ers may a ect their WTP for organic labels from di erent countries as well as for di erent certi ers. Chinese consumers did not show a high level of ethnocentrism, and this may lead to inconsistencies in their WTP for organic labels. Signi cantly, consumer preferences for certi ers did not change remarkably with the increase in consumer ethnocentrism. Chinese consumers generally preferred organic labels from developed countries (or USinvested organic certi ers). With increases in the trust in labels, consumer WTP for each type of organic label increased in general, but the di erence between WTPs for organic labels from di erent countries decreased. Similar results were observed in consumer WTP for certi ers. Determining distinct preferences for organic labels from various sources and countries can be a valuable reference for manufacturers or international certi cation service providers to choose target markets and for governments to establish their certi cation systems.
Introduction
Food safety concerns are a global issue, especially in developing countries. Due to profound economic reforms and changes throughout the country, food risks and food safety incidents have become particularly prevalent in China [1] . From an economic point of view, market failure led by information asymmetry is an important cause of food safety problems [2] . Authoritative third-party certi ers can gain greater consumer trust than producers [3] , and organic certi cation by third-parties has become an important tool for mitigating food quality information asymmetry [4] . Organic food labeling is, therefore, a common method for manufacturers to demonstrate food quality to consumers and is an important policy in government food safety management [5] .
Since the late twentieth century, China has developed diversi ed organic certi cation policies in which domestic and foreign organic labeling play joint lead roles. (According to the Certi cation and Accreditation Administration of the PRC, there were 83 organic food certi ers in Mainland China in 2016. Several di erent organic labeling schemes developed by China or the US and European countries coexist in the Chinese market, with 13,000 valid certi cates having been issued, such as the China organic certi cation, EU organic certi cation, and Japan Agricultural Standard (JAS) certication. Organic food sales have reached over 8.1 billion US dollars. China has become an important component of the emerging global organic food market (CNCA news, http:// food.cnca.cn/cnca/spncp/sy/index.shtml, accessed January 15, 2015) .) Organic food sold in Mainland China can be branded with organic labels from China or countries such as the US, Japan, and Argentina. In addition, these organic labels can be issued by different certifiers, e.g., the China Organic Food Certification Center under the Chinese Ministry of Agriculture or the foreign-funded CERES (Shanghai) Certification Co., Ltd. However, the relatively immature Chinese organic food market continues to experience problems, such as deficiency of supervision, unclear certificate issuers, lack of manufacturer selfdiscipline, and unfair competition [6] . Constant food safety scares such as fake organic food (for instance, in 2013, the media reported that the China Kweichow Moutai Co. was suspected of using fake organic raw ingredients in the production of organic maotai, a well known high-profile liquor brand, causing widespread concern) have led to market chaos in the Chinese organic food industry, resulting in consumer distrust of organic food labeled by domestic certifiers [7] . Organic labels as well as organic certifiers from other countries have gained popularity in China. Currently, there are 83 certifiers in China and more than 20 of them are foreign-funded. Most of these certifiers can issue several labels from different countries. However, there has been few research on consumer preference for labels from diverse countries or certifiers. is triggers several questions. First, do Chinese consumers prefer organic labels from certain countries? Second, do these preferences interact with certifiers issuing the labels or are they affected by consumer ethnocentrism? ird, if consumers have more trust in organic labels from certain countries or certifiers, how does their trust affects consumer willingness to pay (WTP)? ese questions are the primary focus points of this paper.
In this study, we focused on organic tomatoes. China is both a major vegetable producing and consuming country, with vegetable production of 76,005.48 million tons in 2014 and household per capita purchase of fresh vegetables of 112.3 kg in 2012 [8] . Tomatoes are one of the most commonly produced and consumed vegetables in China. (Technically, tomatoes are a type of fruit (berry) but following the conventions of the Chinese grocery listings, they are referred to as a type of vegetable in this study.) In 2012, Chinese tomato production was 50 million tons, accounting for approximately 30 .9% of world tomato production [9] . In addition, tomato producers in China are generally small-sized, with dispersed production and without any major brand names. ese traits have reduced the influence of unnecessary brand affiliation on consumer choice in our study.
Literature Review
Being organic is a credence attribute, which is difficult to assess at the time of purchase and even after consumption. An organic certification label is an important basis for consumers to identify organic food [10] . Many reviews have dealt with the topic of consumer preference for organic food [11, 12] . Previous studies have examined consumer WTP for organic food(s) (such as apples), or compared consumer WTP for organic food with other food attributes, such as local production or animal welfare labels. Gil et al. found that consumer WTP for organic food ranged between 111.33% and 125.29% [13] . Tranter et al. revealed that consumers were prepared to pay a premium for conversiongrade produce of around half the premium for organic produce, with vegetables attracting a higher premium than meat [14] . Soler et al. investigated Spanish consumer WTP for organic food and showed that 70% of respondents expressed a willingness to pay a premium for organic olive oil [13] . Rousseau and Vranken found that Flemish consumers were willing to pay a premium for organic labeled apples [15] . Napolitano and Braghieri investigated the WTP of Italian consumers for conventional and organic beef and found there was a significant relationship between personal preference and WTP for organic food [16] . Hempel and Hamm combined a consumer survey with an in-store choice experiment to study consumer preferences for organic and local foods and determined that organic-minded consumers (i.e., those who regarded organic food production as important) had stronger preferences for organic and local products [17] . Olesen et al. used a choice experiment to find that Norwegian consumers preferred organic and animal welfare-labeled salmon to otherwise identical salmon from conventional farms [18] .
To the best of our knowledge, however, few studies have compared consumer WTP for different organic labels. Janssen and Hamm investigated different organic certification labels in six European countries and found that consumer WTP for different labels varied greatly [5] . Van Loo et al. analyzed chicken breast that carried a United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) organic label or a general organic certification label, with consumer WTP for the former found to be much higher [19] . Wu et al. assessed consumer WTP for organic labels from the EU, US, and China and found that Chinese consumers show a higher WTP for EU than for Chinese organic labels [7] . Built upon these studies, we further assess the effect of different organic certifiers while considering the impact of consumer trust and ethnocentrism.
e ability of organic labels to provide food quality assurance to consumers and thus reducing information asymmetry between suppliers and buyers depends on consumer trust in organic labels [7, 12] . RoitnerSchobesberger et al. conducted a sample survey in ailand and found consumer WTP was affected by trust [20] . Vittersø and Tangeland discussed challenges towards the purchase of organic food among Norwegian consumers and demonstrated that trust in the labeling system was significant [21] . Yin et al. focused on consumer trust in Chinese organically labeled milk and found that consumers generally did not trust this product [22] . As organic labels are issued by specific organic certifiers, consumer trust in organic labels is inevitably related to their trust in the label issuers. However, consumer trust in different organic certifiers and its impact on WTP have not yet been studied.
Similar to that, in many other countries, organic food labels on the Chinese market can come from different countries or from certifiers from different countries. us, consumer WTP for these organic labels might be affected by consumer ethnocentrism. Empirical studies have indicated that consumers with high ethnocentrism tend to prefer to buy domestic products and have a prejudice against foreign products [23] [24] [25] [26] .
e purchase of foreign products is thought to threaten national enterprises and, in some cases, is considered immoral, with resulting ethical conflicts [25, 27, 28] . Historically, Chinese consumer ethnocentrism has resulted from the strong impact of foreign capital on national capital. Since the 1980s, with increasing integration of China to the world economy, Chinese attitudes towards products from overseas have become increasingly complex. Due to numerous interacting factors, there are varying degrees of heterogeneity in consumer ethnocentrism among different products and consumer groups. Nevertheless, Chinese consumers generally do not show high ethnocentrism [29, 30] . Some studies have examined the impact of ethnocentrism on Chinese consumer preferences for products or brands from different countries [23, 29] . He and Wang reported that Chinese consumer ethnocentrism has a negative impact on relative preference for import brands but not on actual buying of domestic or import brands [31] . Liu et al. found that country of origin could moderate the impact of consumer ethnocentrism on foreign brand evaluations, significantly so for a US brand but insignificant when the country of origin was Australia [29] . However, such studies have primarily focused on physical products, such as automobiles and bottled water [23, 31] , rather than product attributes such as certification.
In the present study, we investigate consumer trust in organic labels from different countries and different types of organic certifiers. Consumer WTP for organic labels from different countries and different types of organic certifiers, as well as the interactions between them were evaluated and compared.
e possible impacts of consumer trust and ethnocentrism on consumer preferences were also analyzed.
Methodology

Choice Experiment.
We examined consumer WTP for organic labels from different countries and certifiers through a consumer survey featuring a choice experiment. Five different labels were considered: US organic label (USORG), Japanese organic label (JPORG), Argentine organic label (ARORG), Chinese organic label (CNORG), and no organic label (NOORG). e reasons for setting such attribute levels are as follows: (1) A previous empirical study and focus group interview showed that Chinese consumers are relatively familiar with USORG, JPORG, ARORG, and CNORG6. (In the focus group interview, organic labels from 15 different countries/regions were presented. e participants were then asked to mark the labels they knew. Organic labels known by more than 30% of participants included: Chinese organic labels (76%), US organic labels (47%), EU organic labels (46%), Japanese organic labels (42%), New Zealand organic labels (41%), Australian organic labels (37%), Argentine organic labels (18%), and Brazilian organic labels (17%). e statistical results from the formal survey were substantially similar to the above results.) (2) Both the US and Japan are important trading partners with China. Japan is geographically close to China and is the only Asian country in the Group of Seven (G7). Although China and Japan have a long history of exchange, Chinese consumers have boycotted Japanese goods due to historical and territorial issues28. erefore, USORG and JPORG were selected as representatives of certification services from developed countries/regions with different types of association with China. (3) Although ARORG is not as well-known to Chinese consumers, it is still one of the most well-known organic labels from developing countries/regions. Moreover, Argentina is second only to the US in land devoted to organic agricultural production [32] and is a leader among developing countries. ARORG was thus chosen as a representative of the developing world.
Because organic labels must be approved and issued by specific organic certifiers, organic certifier was introduced as an attribute in the choice experiment to examine organic label and certifier interaction. e reason for examining this interaction is that, according to Dawes and Corrigan, 70-90% of consumer utility variance is explained by the main effects of an attribute and as much as 5-15% by two-way interactions [33] .
erefore, considering two-way interactions can not only provide insights into understanding the interaction effects between the attributes but also help reduce errors in estimating the main effect of an attribute [34] . Similar to that of most countries, there are many (approximately 20) organic certifiers in China, which can be divided into four types: (1) certifiers established under the relevant government departments, e.g., the China Organic Food Certification Center under the Chinese Ministry of Agriculture; (2) certifiers established under academic research institutions, e.g., Northwest A&F University Certifier under the Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University; (3) private certifiers, e.g., Hangzhou Wantai Certification Limited; and (4) foreign-invested certifiers approved by the Certification and Accreditation Administration of the PRC. For instance the CERES (Shanghai) Certification Co., Ltd. is a joint venture established in China by the CERES Certification of Environmental Standards GmbH, Germany. All four types of certifiers can provide organic certification services in China or other countries on a cooperative or commission basis. (According to the Regulations of the People's Republic of China on Certification and Accreditation, foreign certifiers are not allowed to provide organic certification services in China without preapproval.) erefore, the certifier attribute was set at five levels: Chinese government-supported (GOVCERT), Chinese private (PRICERT), Chinese academic institution-supported (ACACERT), developed country-invested, and developing country-invested certifiers. To facilitate participant selection, US-invested certifiers (USCERT) and Argentine-invested certifiers (ARCERT) were used to represent developed and developing country-invested certifiers, respectively.
For the attribute price (PRICE), high (1.4 $/kg), medium (1.1 $/kg), and low (0.8 $/kg) levels were set per the actual market price of tomatoes in supermarkets and organic food stores. (To facilitate understanding, we converted the original RMB yuan currency unit into US dollars in accordance with the exchange rate on November 1, 2015 (1 US dollar � 6.3171 RMB)).
e final attributes and their levels, which are shown in Table 1 , resulted in 5 × 5 × 3 � 75 virtual tomato product options. Each choice task contained two virtual tomato product options, as well as an opt-out option. If a full Journal of Food Quality 3 factorial design was used, the participants had to complete C 2 75 � 2775 choice tasks, which is unrealistic. erefore, a fractional factorial design (FFD) was used and the first-order interaction effect was considered in order to reduce the number of tasks, while ensuring efficiency. Five versions were generated using SAS software, each with 15 tasks for a design D-efficiency of 100% (see Figure 1 for an example of a choice task).
Consumer Ethnocentrism and Trust in Labels from Different Countries.
Consumer ethnocentrism and consumer trust in different labels or different certifiers were also collected in the consumer survey.
Consumer Ethnocentrism.
To quantify consumer ethnocentrism, survey participants indicated their agreement with six items in the questionnaire using a Likert scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). e items were selected based on consumer ethnocentrism scales and surveys used by previous researchers [25, 35] . Only one factor was extracted after applying factor analysis of the collected answers. Following Zhuang et al., and after removing one item with the lowest item-total correlation, a five-item consumer ethnocentrism scale (α � 0.727) was obtained [25] . Table 2 lists the items and their mean scores. e consumer ethnocentrism propensity score (ETH) was calculated for each survey participant by adding the scores of each item and dividing by five.
Consumer Trust in Different Labels and Certifiers.
Consumer trust in organic labels from each country was measured using two seven-point Likert scale (α � 0.733) questions as per Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman, who allowed respondents to provide a self-judgment using a seven-point Likert scale (the agree/disagree anchor points) [36] . (In our survey, we did not want to impose a definition of food quality upon respondents. Rather, it was treated as a broad concept that could encompass many components including food safety. e two questions are as follows: (a) I think that the tomato I buy with this label can be trusted for its high quality; (b) I think that the tomato I buy with this label has reliable quality. e mean scores of the two items are 4.962 and 4.938, respectively.) e index of participants' trust in organic labels (LTRUST) was calculated by averaging the scores of the two items.
Consumer trust in each organic certifier (CTRUST) was measured using the similar two-item scale (α � 0.723) previously to investigate respondents' trust in food suppliers [37] . ( e two questions are as follows: (a) in general, I can rely on organic certifiers to supervise organic suppliers to provide high quality tomatoes; (b) in general, I think that organic certifiers can be trusted to ensure that tomatoes are of high quality. e mean scores of the two items are 4.786 and 4.934, respectively.) Participants indicated their agreement with seven items in the questionnaire using a Likert scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). e index of participants' trust in organic certifiers (CTRUST) was calculated by averaging the scores of these two items. e econometric analysis of the choice data was based on random utility theory [38] . Assuming individual consumers are rational, they will choose the product (i.e., tomato) option with the maximum utility. Utility U ni obtained by consumer n choosing tomato option i can be defined as follows:
where V ni and ε ni are the deterministic and stochastic terms of utility, respectively, indicating that the true consumer utility is unobservable from the perspective of researchers. If consumer n maximizes his/her utility by choosing tomato option ia in choice set C, the probability of consumer n choosing tomato option i can be defined as follows:
Assuming ε ni (i � 1, . . . , J) follows an independent and identically distributed type I maximum extreme-value distribution, the probability of consumer n choosing tomato option i can be expressed as follows [39] :
is is the conditional logit model (MNL). e MNL model assumes that consumer preferences are homogeneous, although this can be inconsistent with the actual situation. A more realistic assumption is that consumer preferences are heterogeneous. In other words, β may not be fixed, but stochastic, and follows a certain distribution. Given this assumption, the utility obtained by consumer i choosing option m in situation t can be defined as follows [40] :
where X imt is the vector of observable variables associated with the option and decision maker; β i is the coefficient vector of consumer i with respect to these variables; and e imt is a stochastic term. is utility function can be further expressed as follows:
where β is the mean of vector β i , Ω ′ η i represents taste heterogeneity, and Ω is the Cholesky matrix considering the correlation between the random coefficients β i . An appropriate distribution assumption can be made for random deviation η i . e unconditional probability is the integral of the logit probability over the density function of β i :
where f(β) is the multivariate probability density function. Equation (6) is a generalized form of the MNL model, known as the mixed logit (ML) model (or random parameter logit model). Assuming that the consumer makes a choice at T different times and that the choice sequence is I � i 1 , ..., i T , the probability for the consumer choosing the sequence is as follows:
e unconditional probability is the integral over β:
Due to the random parameter specification, the ML model relaxes the restrictive assumption of independence of irrelevant alternatives associated with the MNL model.
Survey Design and Data
is study was conducted in Shandong Province, a populous province located in the eastern coastal area of China. e gross value of agricultural production in Shandong was 11,942 million US dollars in 2014, including vegetable production of 4,324 million US dollars, making it the top agricultural province among the 31 provinces of Mainland China8. e economic development within Shandong is not balanced, with remarkable differences between the eastern coastal and western inland areas. is is a close reflection of the developmental differences between the eastern coastal and the central and western inland areas of China. To this regard, Shandong is representative of China. In this study, three representative cities were selected from each of the eastern (Qingdao, Weihai, and Rizhao), central (Laiwu, Zibo, and Tai'an) and western regions (Liaocheng, Dezhou, and Heze) of Shandong, respectively. e survey included two phases. In the first phase, about 10 participants were selected in each city using a random sampling method to conduct focus group interviews.
e purpose was to obtain basic information about consumers and their knowledge of organic labels and provide a basis for defining the attributes and their levels. Focus group discussions are a suitable way to gain understanding of specific topics or product categories [41] . From April to July 2015, a one-hour focus group discussion was conducted in each of the nine cities, respectively. Each discussion group included 8-10 participants (81 in total). Each participant was the family member who most frequently purchased food and was aged between 18 and 65. Each interview consisted of two segments. e first segment assesses participants' knowledge, trust, buying habits, buying motives, reasons for purchase, and key attributes with respect to organic food. e second segment examines consumer ethnocentrism and attitudes, such as attitudes towards products or brands from different sources. To improve and finalize the survey questionnaire, a preliminary pilot study was first carried out with 100 consumers selected from Rizhao, Shandong province, in October 2015. Only minor adjustments were made to the questionnaire after the pilot testing.
Journal of Food Qualitye second phase involves implementing the actual survey from October to December 2015. Participants were recruited at random near supermarkets or shopping centers to take part in an in-person survey in each of the nine cities. Although supermarkets and farmers' markets are the main places for Chinese residents to buy vegetables, organic vegetables are mainly sold in supermarkets and organic food stores in business districts6, which was also verified by the focus group interviews. e survey was administered by trained investigators to ensure consistency. Every third individual approaching our booth was intercepted as a possible respondent to ensure the randomness of the sample. A total of 907 consumers (around 100 in each city) participated in the survey with an estimated response rate of 74.36%; among these, a total of 853 respondents completed the questionnaire.
e sample included 480 women (56.28%), which is consistent with the fact that most household food buyers in China are female [7] . Survey sample demographics are shown in Table 3 .
Results
Chinese Consumer Ethnocentrism and Trust Scores.
e mean Chinese consumer ethnocentrism (ETH) score was 3.9417, with a standard deviation of 1.0341. is result is consistent with the conclusions of Rašković et al. and Liu et al., who noted that Chinese consumers generally do not show high ethnocentrism2930. It could be attributed to the increasing integration of China in the world economy over the last 30 years of reform.
Based on consumer trust in the four organic labels, as shown in Table 4 , mean consumer trust was 4.75, with some differences found among labels. Mean trust for the four organic labels was, in descending order, USORG (5.42), JPORG (5.34), ARORG (4.73), and CNORG (4.32). Further analysis of mean consumer trust by dependent-sample t-test revealed significant differences in mean consumer trust among the four organic labels (all p < 0.01). Mean consumer trust in USORG and JPORG were similar and much higher than that in ARORG and CNORG. Consumers had more trust in organic labels from developed countries/regions. is is consistent with previous research indicating that products from developed countries are often more popular than those from developing countries [42] .
As seen in Table 4 , differences in trust were also found among different certifiers. Dependent-sample t-test showed significant differences in mean consumer trust (all p < 0.01). Consumers had the highest trust in USCERT, followed by ACACERT, then ARCERT and GOVCERT, and lastly PRICERT. Consumers showed lower trust in private than government certification and lower trust in domestic than foreign certifiers, especially certifiers from developed countries. is coincides with the findings of Wu et al. [7] .
ML Model Estimates.
Effect coding was used in the analysis. Assumptions for the relevant parameter distributions are as follows: first, the coefficients of the price (PRICE) and opt-out variables were fixed; and secondly, the attribute levels followed normal distribution [43] . Table 5 shows the ML model estimation results using NLOGIT 5.0. As seen in Table 5 , the ML model estimates showed significantly positive two-way interactions (and thus complementary relationships) between USCERT and USORG and between ARCERT and ARORG. Certification of USORG by USCERT and certification of ARORG by ARCERT both generated positive effects on the combined main effects of the two attributes. For foreign certifiers, certification of organic labels from their respective countries improved Chinese consumer preferences. In addition, ACACERT exhibited significantly positive interactions with USORG, JPORG, and ARORG.
us, certification of USORG, JPORG, and ARORG by academic institutions also generated positive effects on the combined main effects of the two attributes.
is might be because consumers assumed that the ability of academic institutions to provide certification services for foreign organic labels highlighted their professional competence, thereby increasing consumer preference. is supports earlier findings that showed complementary or substitutional relationships between different attributes of food [7, 42] . Table 5 , as well as the characteristics of the ordinal utilities of the main effects of an attribute, WTP was calculated as follows:
Estimates of WTP. Based on the estimates in
where WTP k is the WTP for level k of the attribute of interest; β k is the coefficient of the main effect of level k of this attribute; β ETH×a k is the coefficient of the interaction between ETH and level k of the attribute; β LTRUST×a k and β CTRUST×a k are the coefficients of the interaction between LTRUST and CTRUST and level k of the attribute, respectively; β k×j is the coefficient of the interaction between level k of the attribute and other attributes; and β price is the estimated price coefficient. Because effect coding was used in the analysis, the WTP should be multiplied by 2 in the calculation [44] . e confidence interval of WTP was estimated using the parametric bootstrapping technique (PBT) [45] . Table 6 presents the mean WTP estimates for different organic labels and certifiers and the corresponding confidence intervals. Based on the level of education in Mainland China, as well as the criteria used in the China and Shandong Statistical Yearbooks, low education denotes primary school or lower, medium education denotes junior high or high school, and high education denotes university or higher. e education level of respondents was consistent with that of urban residents in Shandong Province, as reported in the Shandong Statistical Yearbook, and slightly higher than that of Chinese urban residents, as reported in the China Statistical Yearbook. c Based on the economic development and consumer income levels in Mainland China, an annual family income of less than 8,015 US$ is defined as low income, 8,015-16,030 US$ is defined as medium income, and greater than 16,030 US$ is defined as high income. As this study aimed to understand the willingness of consumers to pay for organic food, participants were recruited from urban supermarkets and business districts. e income level of the participants was slightly higher than the per capita income of the Chinese and Shandong populations reported in the China and Shandong Statistical Yearbooks, respectively.
Consumer ethnocentrism and trust variables were held at the sample average level. Attribute variables entered as interactions were held at −1.
As shown in Table 6 , there were considerable differences in consumer WTP for different organic labels. e order of consumer preference for the organic labels was not consistent with that of consumer trust shown in Table 7 . Among the four organic labels, the highest WTP was expressed for USORG (US$ 1.589), followed by ARORG (US$ 1.116), JPORG (US$ 1.027), and lastly by CNORG (US$ 0.729). In terms of WTP for different certifiers, consumers had the highest WTP for USCERT (US$ 1.768), followed by ACA-CERT (US$ 1.216), ARCERT (US$ 1.042), and finally GOVCERT (US$ 0.837). is is the same as the order of mean trust in different certifiers shown in Table 4 .
Consumers tend to assume that the US, as a developed country, has stricter food quality management and organic certification supervision7. erefore, a much higher WTP was expressed for USORG and USCERT. is agrees with studies on country-of-origin effects that products (or services) from developed countries are always more popular than those from developing countries [42] . Of note, a much lower WTP was expressed for organic labels from Japan, a developed country, and was even slightly lower than the WTP for organic labels from Argentina, a developing country. By contrast, the mean trust in USORG and JPORG was similar, and much higher than that in ARORG or CNORG, as shown in Table 7 . e deviation between trust and WTP, i.e., relatively low WTP for JPORG, might be based on several reasons: First, consumers might consider that Japan, an island country with a small territory, does not have competitive advantages in agricultural production; second, it might be related to consumer ethnocentrism and the complex Sino-Japanese relationship. Another surprising finding was that a relatively high WTP was expressed for organic labels from Argentina, a country that is relatively similar to China in economic development. A possible reason is that Argentina is a large agricultural country, with a competitive advantage in agricultural production and the second largest organic farmland area in the world. It is also a large developing country like China, which might generate positive country-of-origin effects on the products (or services) of Argentina. As shown in Table 6, the lowest WTP was expressed for CNORG. In contrast, Alphonce and Alfnes and Lusk et al. argued that consumers have greater loyalty to their own country and discriminate against other countries to some extent [46, 47] . e possible reasons for this inconsistency are as follows: (1) Many Chinese consumers believe that agricultural science and technology and management levels in China fall far behind those of developed countries, with organic certification no exception. In addition, some consumers exhibit blind faith in foreign products, which is a belief primarily based on purchase experience. Consumers can believe that products from developed countries are of a higher quality than those made in China, even when quality is the same [7] . (2) e misuse and even falsification of organic labels has jeopardized the development of this emerging market in China. (After inspecting the authenticity of organic certification in 2014, the Certification and Accreditation Administration of the PRC declared a remarkable misuse rate of 5.8% in certification labels. Of them, 50% were due to the prolonged use of certificates, 28.6% were suspected of lacking organic codes, 14.3% were suspected of using counterfeit organic codes, and 7.1% did not use certification labels as specified. Source: Sohu, http:// mt.sohu.com/20160621/n455577833.shtml.) Numerous certification fraud incidents have occurred in recent years.
e "Chongqing Wal-Mart green pork" incident in 2011 and the "Guizhou organic Maotai" incident in 2013 both impacted the authority of Chinese food safety certification and reduced consumer trust in Chinese organic labels.
us, consumers believe that the reliability of organic labels from other developing countries, such as Argentina, is higher than that of China.
e WTP estimates for certifiers in Table 6 showed that consumers were willing to pay higher premiums for GOVCERT than PRICERT. Janssen and Hamm found that consumers in some countries have a higher WTP for government-certified labels than private ones, whereas the opposite is true in other countries; furthermore, consumers in some countries do not show significantly different WTP between the two labels, and consumer preferences for labels can vary with the type of organic product [5] .
Consumer Ethnocentrism and WTP for Organic Food.
To further examine the sensitivity of consumer WTP based on different levels of ethnocentrism, using the parametric bootstrapping technique outlined in Hole, we calculated WTP measures for each type of organic label and certifier based on different levels of ETH [45] . In this calculation, the levels of trust in labels (LTRUST) and trust in certifiers (CTRUST) were held at sample average while ETH was allowed to change from 1 to 7, taking only integer values. Table 8 shows the result.
As seen in Table 8 , there were considerable differences in the order of preference for the organic labels among the ETH levels. e greatest difference was observed in their WTP for Japanese and Chinese organic labels. When the level of ETH is low, the order of WTP for organic labels from different countries was USORG > JPORG > ARORG > CNORG. eir WTP for USORG and JPORG was much higher than that for ARORG, which was, in turn, much higher than that for CNORG. With increases in ETH, the WTP for USORG and ARORG decreased, especially for JPORG, but the WTP for CNORG increased. When the level of ETH is relatively high, there is a different WTP order for organic labels from different countries, that is, USORG > CNORG > ARORG > JPORG.
ey showed a much higher WTP for CNORG, and although it was lower than the WTP for USORG, it was higher than that for ARORG and JPORG (which had the lowest WTP). Overall, with the increase in ETH, consumers showed a lower WTP for foreign organic labels, especially for those from Japan, and a significantly higher WTP for organic labels from China. is indicated that ETH had a considerable impact on consumer preferences. Table 8 also shows that, with the increase in ETH, consumer WTP slightly increased for Chinese certifiers, slightly decreased for USCERT, and remained substantially unchanged for ARCERT. Moreover, the order of preferences for certifiers remains unchanged.
is indicated that the preferences of Chinese consumers for domestic and foreign certifiers were not affected by ethnocentrism to any great extent. Since its reformation, the Chinese government has generally adopted a policy of encouraging direct foreign investment. In this context, Chinese consumers have also welcomed direct foreign investment and view its contribution to domestic employment and economic growth positively. However, this speculation needs further verification.
Trust Effects on Preferences and WTP.
For a similar reason, WTP measured at different levels of trust for each type of organic label and certifier was calculated while allowing the trust measures to change from 1 to 7, taking every integer values in between. When calculating the impact of trust in organic labels (LTRUST), consumer ethnocentrism (ETH) and trust in certifiers (CTRUST) were held at sample average. Variables ETH and LTRUST were held at the sample average while calculating the impact of CTRUST. e results are shown in Tables 7 and 9 .
Based on results in Table 7 , with the increase in consumer trust (the respondents were grouped in five different ways per their trust in the four organic labels, as well as average trust. e WTP for each type of organic label was then calculated for the different groups. However, only the WTP of respondents grouped by average trust (AVERAGE) are discussed in this paper. Based on the survey data, the correlation coefficients between the trust scores for the different organic labels were all greater than 0.8, indicating a positive correlation between trust scores for each type of organic label. Although consumer trust varied among the organic labels, consumers with a higher trust in a certain organic label were more inclined to trust the other three types of organic labels. Our calculation results also showed no significant differences in WTP among the trust groups when the respondents were grouped as mentioned above. Given space limitations, the calculation results for all groups are not presented. e same is true for the grouping of respondents by their trust in different certifiers), the order of preference for the organic labels remained the same: USORG > ARORG > JPORG > CNORG. Similarly, the order of preference for the certifiers remained the same:
USCERT > ACACERT > ARCERT > GOVCERT. However, with the increase in trust, consumer WTP for each type of organic label and certifier generally increased, which corroborates previous research on consumer WTP for organic food12. It is worth noting that, in general, the difference in WTP among organic labels decreased with the increase in trust. For example, according to Table 7 , when consumer trust in organic labels increased from 1 to 7, the difference between their WTP for a US label and a Chinese label decreased from US$ 0.932 to $ 0.693, respectively. Consumer WTP for other labels showed a similar trend.
Similarly, the data in Table 9 indicate that the differences in WTP among certifiers also decreased with the increase in trust (Table 9 ). Due to the frequent food safety incidents and scandals in China in recent years, consumers in the low trust groups had lower levels of trust in Chinese organic labels and certifiers, but relatively higher levels of trust in foreign organic labels and foreign-invested certifiers, thus resulting in greater differences in their WTP. is suggests that an increase in consumer trust in organic certification will help to enhance WTP, especially for Chinese organic labels and certifiers.
Conclusions and Limitations
6.1. Conclusions. In this paper, consumer WTP for organic labels from different sources was examined using the choice experiment method and mixed logit model. Furthermore, the impacts of consumer ethnocentrism and trust on consumer preferences were analyzed. e main conclusions are as follows: (1) Mean consumer trust in organic labels varied with the country of origin. e highest level of trust was found in US organic labels, followed by Japanese, Argentine, and Chinese organic labels. Consumer trust in certifiers also significantly differed with the country of origin. e highest level of trust was found in US-invested certifiers, followed by Chinese academic institution-supported, Argentineinvested, and Chinese government-supported certifiers, and lastly in Chinese private certifiers. (2) Consumer WTP varied greatly among the organic labels. e highest WTP was expressed for US organic labels, followed by Argentine and Japanese organic labels, and lastly Chinese organic labels.
e order of WTP was not consistent with that of consumer trust, mainly due to the relatively low WTP for Japanese organic labels. Chinese consumers not only showed strong preference for US organic labels but also the highest WTP for US-invested certifiers, followed by Chinese academic institution-supported, Argentine-invested, and Chinese government-supported certifiers. is is the same as the order of mean trust in different certifiers. (3) Certification of organic labels from their respective countries improved Chinese consumer preferences. In addition, academic institution-supported certifier exhibited significantly positive interactions with foreign organic labels. (4) Chinese consumers did not show high ethnocentrism. However, there was a considerable discrepancy in the order of preference for the organic labels among the ETH levels. With the increase in consumer ethnocentrism, consumers showed a substantially lower WTP for Japanese organic labels and a significantly higher WTP for Chinese organic labels. Consumer WTP for certifiers did not change significantly with the increase in ETH, with a slight increase for Chinese certifiers, slight decrease for US-invested certifiers, and stability for Argentine-invested certifiers. (5) e order of preference for different organic labels and that for various certifiers did not change with the increase in consumer trust. However, consumer WTP for each type of organic label generally increased with the increase in trust. It is worth noting that the differences in consumer WTP among organic labels and among certifiers decreased with the increase in trust. Overall, Chinese consumers showed different WTPs for organic labels from different sources due to consumer ethnocentrism and trust. ese conclusions should serve as a vital basis for food suppliers in their selection of certification services and target market positioning. Moreover, this research can not only serve as a guidance for the reformation of the certification system and development of the certified food market in China, but also provide information to foreign certification service providers when entering the Chinese market.
Limitations.
is study had the following limitations: (1) Our research was conducted during the period when SinoJapanese economic and trade relations had cooled due to the Diaoyu Islands dispute and other issues.
is historical background inevitably affected consumer attitudes towards Japanese products or services to varying degrees. us, consumer WTP for Japanese organic labels should be tracked over a longer period. (2) Countries-of-origins were limited to the US, Japan, Argentina, and China. e WTPs of Chinese consumers for organic labels from other countries/ regions, such as Canada and Brazil, need to be further investigated. (3) Consumer trust in different organic labels and certifiers were examined separately; however, trust was not examined in regards to a specific type of organic label from a specific type of certifier, such as a US organic label issued by a Chinese government-supported certifier, which should be examined in future research.
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